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Class Is Not Dead — It Has Been Buried Alive

Class Voting and Cultural Voting in Postwar WestBotieties (1956-1990)

Abstract

By means of a re-analysis of the most relevant siatiace — the International Social Mobility
and Politics File — this paper criticizes the negtgwn consensus in political sociology that
class voting has declined since World War Il. Acr@ase in crosscutting cultural voting,
rooted in educational differences, rather thandime in class voting proves responsible for
the decline of the traditional class-party aligntseiMoreover, income differences have not
become less, but more consequential for voting\Wehduring this period. It is concluded
that the new consensus has been built on quick€sass is not dead — it has been buried
alive under the increasing weight of cultural vgtisystematically misinterpreted as a

decline in class voting, due to the widespreadieaipbn of the so-called Alford index.



Class Is Not Dead — It Has Been Buried Alive

Class Voting and Cultural Voting in Postwar WestBotieties (1956-1990)

No one suspected (...) or had reason to suspecsltbatas not actually dead. She presented
all the ordinary appearances of death. The furferdlwas hastened, on account of the rapid

advance of what was supposed to be decomposition.

1. Introduction

With their polemically titled article ‘Are Sociall@sses Dying?’ Clark and Lip$giut the cat
among the pigeons of class analysis by defendiaghisis that the relevance of class had
declined substantially since World War Il. Theitide sparked a lively debate, yielding

publications with titles such as The Death of GfsSke Promising Future of Class

Analysis* and_The Breakdown of Class Politic®ne of the key arguments in this so-called

Death of Class Debate that once class has no more relevance for gdtahavior, it may

just as well be considered a concept without uselead concept. In order to study this
relevance of social class, the direct relationfigippveen class and voting behavior therefore
has been studied intensively. Some initially rejddClark and Lipset’s claim about the
diminishing relevance of class, mainly pointingregthodological issues and arguing that
there was nothing more to see but a ‘trendlessu@ion’ in the ties between class and
voting behaviof. However, after Nieuwbeerta’s publications usingaated statistical
methods, analyzing data from twenty western coesin the post-war period, it has become
generally accepted that the strength of the relatigp between class and voting has indeed

been declinind.“With respect to politics, social classes areaiaty not dead, but the



rumours of their imminent death are not all thaggerated”, as Nieuwbeetsummarizes
this new consensus.

And yet, a remarkable set of research findings ssiggthat this consensus may be
built on quicksand. Whereas Nieuwbe&taas demonstrated that in the United States the
relationship between class and voting has decliméloe postwar era, others, relying on
different class measures, have demonstrated tsd gbting has not become weaker at all
during this period! Consistent with the latter findings, the salientelass issues has not at
all declined since World War Il and the strengthiaf relationship between class and voting
does not depend on the salience of class iS§lRerhaps most surprising, and again
suggesting that something is seriously wrong, cdng hypotheses derived from the class
approach to politics prove strikingly impotent kpéining the strength of the relationship
between class and politi¢s.

Taken together, those findings raise the questioetiner the erosion of the traditional
alignment of the working-class with the left and thiddle-class with the right since World
War 1l has really been caused by a decline in alaigag. In what follows, we therefore

develop and test an alternative explanation.

2. Class Voting and Cultural Voting: A Reconcepization

2.1. The Conventional Approach to Class Voting: Afferd Index

Ever since Robert Alford’s path-breaking work ie tt960s, studies of class voting have
relied on what has come be known as the ‘AlforeekidThis index measures the strength of
the relationship between class and voting “by swdbing the percentage of persons in non-
manual occupations voting for ‘Left’ parties frohetpercentage of manual workers voting
for such parties™ It is based on the assumption that class-basatbeto interests produce

working-class support for leftist parties and meddlass support for rightist ones: “A relation
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between class position and voting behavior is arahind expected association in the
Western democracies for a number of reasons: tiseeexe of class interests, the
representation of these interests by politicalipsytand the regular association of certain
parties with certain interests. Given the charaotehe stratification order and the way
political parties act as representatives of difiéidass interests, it would be remarkable if
such a relation were not fountf”

When Clark and Lipset sparked the so-called Deb@iass Debatin 1991 they

did so by demonstrating that between 1947 and 188@lford index had decreased in all

the countries they had data on: Sweden, GreatiBritdest Germany, France and the United
States. Clark and Lipset were subsequently criddueHout et al’/ who rejected their
conclusions and argued for the need to use moeegfiained class distinctions than the crude
manual-non-manual dichotomy and to rely on log-e@dd®s. Such a revision leaves the
Alford index theoretically intact, however, becatse resulting kappa ‘index’ still boils

down to the idea that the degree to which clasedrihe vote can be measured as the
strength of the bivariate relationship betweensch®d voting. It is indeed telling that
Nieuwbeerta’'s extremely large-scale study of betweauntry and over-time variations in
class voting® covering no less than twenty western countries,rea only demonstrated that
the relationship between class and voting has deetkin most of these countries since
World War 1, but also that the ‘kappa index’ asposed by Hout et al. produces basically
similar findings as Alford’s original index: “Theain finding is that the various measures of
class voting (yield) the same conclusions with eespo the ranking of the countries
according to their levels of class voting and adcw to the speed of declines in class
voting."**

Indeed, such pleas for more statistical sophistinghat leave the underlying
theoretical logic intact merely serve to undersdbeg the measurement of class voting as the

strength of the bivariate relationship betweenglassition and voting behavior stands out as

almost universally accepted in political sociololfyis not only relied on by Clark and



Lipsetf® as well as their critics Hout et &f.but also by a variety of researchers who have
contributed chapters to the two principal editetlntes that have been published about the

Death of Class Debat&he End of Class Politic&and The Breakdown of Class Politfés

2.2. The Vagaries of the Alford Index

And yet, the measurement of class voting as tleagth of the bivariate relationship between
class position and voting behavior is highly debltdrom a theoretical point of view. Its
shortcoming is that it does not actually ascertianvalidity of its key assumption: that it is
indeed class-based desires for economic redisoib(@mong the working-class) and
aversion to such a policy (among the middle-clé#s®) drive voting behavior. This
assumption is not so much plainly wrong, but rathee-sided. As it happens, it is not only
economic liberalism / conservatism, rooted in pe@péconomic class positions, that drive
the vote, but also political values that relatéstues of individual liberty or maintenance of
social order: social conservatism / social libsraff* *°As is well known, among the public
at large basically no relationship exists betwémse two value domair8.

The point is not that social conservatism / sdd&ralismis empirically unrelated to
the distinction between manual and non-manual aatiops, of course. It obviously is. Ever
since Lipset addressed working-class social coasiena in the 19534 and Inglehart
middle-class postmaterialism in the 197®he circumstance that it is not the working-class,
but rather the middle-class that stands out asigadly progressive when it comes to these
‘cultural’ or ‘non-economic’ values, has often beaken to indicate class differences. In
Lipset’s classical formulation: “Economic liberahgefers to the conventional issues
concerning redistribution of income, status, andigroamong the classes. The poorer
everywhere are more liberal or leftist on suchess{u..) On the other hand, when liberalism
is defined in non-economic terms — so as to supfmrexample, civil rights for political
dissidents, civil rights for ethnic and racial minies, internationalist foreign policies, and

liberal immigration legislation — the correlatianreversed®



This can however not simply be taken to indicasg focial conservatism / social
liberalism, just like economic liberalism / consatigm, can be explained from one’s class
position. From a theoretical point of view, aftér elass constitutes a shared economic
position that determines life chances in generdlinoome in particular. Indeed, the ability
of newly composed class schemas to explain incaffexehces is typically considered the
litmus test for their validity and explanatory pawfewith income differences between
classes regarded solid evidence for the continyistieeice of classes in the classical Marxist

sense of Klassen an sicither than Klassen fiir si¢h

Given this close link between class and incomis, quite significant that income does
not affect social conservatism at all. Any numbfestadies points out that it is not so much
those with low incomes who are social conservati rather those who are poorly
educated. The other way around, it is not the bei the well educated who invariably turn
out to be less social conservative, more tole@nbn-conformists, and less racially
prejudiced®® In other words: if we conceive of classes as oatiopal categories that
obviously differ strongly with respect to educatitwo, we should not be surprised to find a
‘working-class’ that is more economically liberaidasocial conservative than the middle-
class, but this does not mean that economic litsanal conservatism and social conservatism
/ social liberalism can both be explained from €leisan economic sense.

Following Wright's objections to the use of occupaal categories as measures of
class® one of us has shown elsewhere that such a measoteficlass tends to operate as a
‘black box’ that hides two radically different emplatory mechanisni$ Working-class
economic liberalism, consistent with what the claggroach to politics has claimed all
along, can indeed be explained from its class-basedomic interests. It is precisely their
economic vulnerability — their low income, wage degence, job insecurity, and low level of
education — that leads members of the working-dtmssidorse economic liberalisth.

Working-class social conservatism, on the othedhaannot be explained from its

weak position in economic life. Neither a low inoenmor wage dependence, nor job



insecurity produces social conservatism, whilevalvel of education does — and strongly
so. Moreover, limited participation in high statudture does not produce economic
liberalism, but — just like a high level of educati- strongly detracts from social
conservatism. Those who embrace social liberaliken, are not those who are economically
privileged, but rather those who have ample culwapital. Education is after all not only
strongly related to high-status cultural participaf® but is (for precisely this reason) also
often regarded an indicator for cultural capitavadays’

Education’s culturally liberalizing consequencesehbeen interpreted in a variety of
ways. Some have argued that education undermirie$ ibethe existence of such a thing as
a ‘natural’ social orde?® others that education reduces social conservatismgh an
increase in cognitive complexity,and yet others that education only reduces social
conservatism in liberal-democratic societies, whegtecation instills democratic valu®s.
Which of these interpretations actually hold, argether they actually exclude one another
or can perhaps be synthesized into an overarchewy, are questions that go way beyond
the purposes of the present paper. The vital poinhderscore is simply that all of these
interpretations boil down to the position that estien does not operate as a vessel for class-
based economic interests, but rather as a culesalrce that deeply affects people’s
worldview. Precisely because this cultural dimensbeducation is at stake here, it needs to
be distinguished as ‘cultural capital’ from clagsan economic sense. Our position, in short,
is that education cannot be taken to indicate ¢lestdike that — it can when the explanation
of economic liberalism is at stake, but it cannbew we are dealing with the explanation of
social conservatism / social liberalism.

And yet, sociologists have always tended to combewipation, education, and
income into measures of socio-economic status anational class. The circumstance that
Erik Wright's neo-Marxist class measufesyhich are not based on occupational categories,
hardly affect social conservatism has even beesnték indicate that they are invaffdln

fact, however, it is precisely this failure to exipl social conservatism — just like income, but
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unlike education — that underscores that they etteally more valid than the widely-used
occupation-based ones. Rather than merging ocaupatcome and education, in short, the
vital distinction between two types of politicallvas needs to be supplemented with an
equally important distinction between class in aar®mic sense and cultural capital. While
a weak class position produces economic liberalisis Jimited cultural capital that is

responsible for social conservatiéi.

2.3. Disentangling Cultural Voting and Class Votiktypotheses

The foregoing implies that a bivariate relationshgiween an occupation-based class
position and voting behavior effectively mixes_u@ss votingi.e., voting for a leftist

(rightist) party on the basis of economic libenaliEconservatism) that is rooted in a weak
(strong) class position, with what we shall hend&foall cultural votingi.e., voting for a
rightist (leftist) party on the basis of social servatism (social liberalism) that is rooted in a
limited (large) amount of cultural capitdli The latter type of voting needs to be distinguishe
from the former, because it is driven by a cultuadher than an economic voting motivation,
stems from cultural capital rather than class ir@nomic sense, and cross pressures the

electorate to vote contradictory to its class-basmmhomic interests.

—P Income
— Economic liberalism
— +
+ Working-class Leftist-voting
—1 Social conservatism
—> Education -

Figure 1: Class Voting Distinguished from Cultuvalting.




Figure 1 disentangles both types of voting: theeuggart denotes class voting and the lower
part crosscutting cultural voting. It points ouatlthe strength of the bivariate relationship
between class and voting tells us basically nothingut the degree to which class affects the
vote. This is because both types of voting wor&pposite directions and may vary
independent of one another. A preference for ecanogdlistribution that is rooted in a weak
class position and that drives leftist-voting, petly consistent with the logic of class voting,
can thus be cancelled out by an equally strongeterydamong those with limited cultural
capital to vote for rightist parties, driven by higvels of social conservatism.

The convention of measuring class voting as thrength of the bivariate relationship
between occupation-based classes and voting behhu® easily produces the mistaken
conclusion that “class does not affect the voteidAvorse: this is not a hypothetical
construction, but a realistic image of what ocanghe ground in the real world. Although in
the Netherlands no or hardly any relationship exigtween class position and voting
behavior, this does not mean that “class doesffexttahe vote”, as the conventional
measurement of class voting would lead one to caleclit rather means that class voting is
about equally strong as cultural voting, yet wogkin the opposite direction. In other words:
a failure to distinguish cultural voting from claasting tends to produce a serious
underestimation of the latt&t Failing to make this distinction can even prodtieeflawed
conclusion that “class voting has declined” whelmai$ in fact increased@his occurs when
class voting and cultural voting have both incréageit the latter more so than the former.

It is not clear at all, in short, whether the deelof the familiar alignment of the
working-class with the left and the middle-classtwthe right since World War 11,
convincingly documented by Nieuwbeerta, has rdadlgn caused by a decline in class
voting. It is certainly possible that it has, butiay also have been caused by an increase in
cultural voting. And indeed, three sets of reseéiratings point in the direction of the latter

possibility.
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Firstly, and contradicting the claim of a declineclass voting, Stonecash has
demonstrated that the relationship between incamerating behavior has become stronger

rather than weaker in the United States since \tiddl 11

Research by Brooks and Brady
has also pointed out that income differences havamall become less electorally
consequential in the United Stafé&Rather than class divisions fading in relevaribey are
likely to be a staple of American politics for sotimae,” Stonecash rightly concludes on the
basis of this evidenc&.Conclusions about whether or not class votingdeatined thus
seem strongly dependent on whether class is mehaar@come or as occupational class.
And indeed, this is not a trivial difference, as discussion above has pointed out. Income
categories, unlike occupational categories, agr aft not susceptible to the problem of
mixing up class voting and cultural voting, becanseelationship exists between income
and social conservatism / social liberalism. Witese two operationalizations of class
producing such radically different findings, thecliige of the traditional class-party
alignments that Nieuwbeerta has demonstrated ri@ly denotes an increase in cultural
voting than a decline in class voting.

Secondly, if a decline in class voting had takeatelsince World War 1l, we would
expect that class issues would have become legaity salient during this period. This is
not the case, howevétbut it is equally clear that cultural issues afiindual liberty and
social order have become more salient during tiigod>° Moreover, the salience of class
issues proves not to affect the strength of theticriship between class and voting at all,
whereas this relationship is substantially weakeyariods and countries in which cultural
issues are more salietitThis suggests, again, that we have not been gitmgs decline in
class voting, but rather an increase in culturdihgosince World War Il.

Thirdly, and perhaps even more significant, clasdysis proves remarkably
impotent in predicting the periods and countriew/inch the relationship between class and
voting is weakest. Hypotheses derived from thescégproach to politics, predicting the

circumstances under which class distinctions areerapless salient, are rejected almost
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without exceptionri? If differences in the bivariate relationship beémeslass and voting are
taken to indicate differences in levels of classngy those findings are obviously very
surprising. Although it is of course conceivablattthe class approach to politics is
completely flawed, we consider it more likely tligferences in the bivariate relationship
between class and voting indicate differencesvalteof cultural voting instead. If this is the
case — and this is precisely what the two othestehs of findings that we have just discussed
suggest —, the failure of hypotheses derived fioenctass approach to politics ceases to be
surprising.

To find out whether the declining alignment of therking-class with the left and the
middle-class with the right has been caused bychrgein class voting or by an increase in
cultural voting, we re-analyze Nieuwbeerta’s datéhis paper. We test two hypotheses. The
first one tests whether a decline in class votiag dccurred. It predicts that the decline of the
relationship between occupational class and vdieftavior has been caused by a decline of
the tendency of those with low incomes to votegarties on the left and those with high
incomes to vote for parties on the right. The sddwypothesis tests whether an increase in
cultural voting has taken place. It predicts th&t decline of the relationship between
occupational class and voting behavior has beesechly a decrease in the tendency of the
well educated to vote for parties on the right Hrepoorly educated to vote for parties on the

left.

3. Data and Measurement

3.1. Data
As mentioned above, we re-analyze the data Nieusdbas used to demonstrate the decline
of the traditional alignment of the working-clasghthe left and the middle-class with the

right > Due to two deviations from Nieuwbeerta’s measumnoévoting behavior, to be
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discussed below, we analyze data about 93,567mdepts, who have been sampled in 15

different countries between 1956 and 1990, addintpwa total of 80 combinations of

country and year (see Table 1).

Table 1: Number of data files for each of the camhbibns of country and period (1956-1990,

N=80).
Country 1956-1970 1971-1980 1981-1990 Total Period
Australia 1 - 3 4 1985-1987
Austria - 1 3 4 1974-1989
Belgium - 1 - 1 1975
Canada - - 1 1 1984
Denmark - 1 - 1 1972
Finland - 2 - 2 1972-1975
France - 1 - 1 1978
Germany 1 2 6 9 1969-1990
Great Britain - 2 6 8 1974-1990
Ireland - - 1 1 1990
Italy 1 1 - 2 1968-1975
The Netherlands 1 6 7 14 1970-1990
Norway 1 2 4 7 1965-1990
Switzerland - 1 - 1 1976
United States 7 8 9 24 1956-1990
Total 12 28 40 80 1956-1990

3.2. Measurement

Class- Like Nieuwbeerta, we measure class by mearnseoEGP class schema, which

assigns seven different class positions on thes lsdigsiccupation, supplemented with self-
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employed status and number of people superviskeds important to emphasize that the
seven EGP classes do not constitute a simple bierat The three non-manual classes
(higher professionals, lower professionals, andmamual workers) and the three manual
ones constitute two separate hierarchies, to l#e but the hierarchical relationship between
these two is undetermined. The same goes for thgoreship between each of those
hierarchies and the petty bourgeoisie. The highafepsionals, the lower professionals, and
the petty bourgeoisie can be classified unambigyassmiddle-class, while the classes of
skilled manual workers on the one hand and sertiedkand unskilled manual workers on
the other together constitute the working-clas® fHird and most privileged manual class
constitutes “a latter-day aristocracy of labouadblue collar’ élite™® It consists of lower-
grade technicians and supervisors of manual wokkaiscan as such be distinguished from
the ‘real’ working-class. Likewise, the least pi&ged non-manual class, i.e., that of non-
manual workers, can be distinguished from the “ma&ddle-class as consisting of “white-
collar proletarians®’ In interpreting the statistical results, in shegpecially the voting
behavior of the higher professionals, lower pratesss, and petty bourgeoisie on the one
hand (‘middle-class’) and the skilled, semi-skilad unskilled manual workers on the other
(‘working-class’) is important. EGP class is entenato the analysis as a series of six dummy
variables, using the higher professionals as tfegarce category.

Income-— Following Eriksor?® net household income is used to determine income
levels. To allow for a comparison of the strengdtlthe regression coefficient for income with
those of the other variables, this variable has lstendardized first for each country and year
combination separately.

Education- To standardize the educational classificatiorthé 15 countries,
education has first been recoded into the numbgeais minimally required to attain the
level of education at hand and has next been stdizdd in the same way as income.

Voting behavior like Nieuwbeerta? we have used data about the party one would

vote for if elections were held today (or soonpuatthe party one has voted for in the past,
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and the party one identifies with. If valid answersll of these three questions were
available, we used the first one, i.e., votingmtiten. If valid answers to only the last two
were available, we used party identification. Wendbuse Nieuwbeerta’s crude left versus
non-left distinction, because it creates more s Erbitrary decisions in coding parties in the
political center. We instead scale all politicattfgss according to the average left-right self-
placement of their constituencies, so as to produoentinuous variable with high scores
indicating rightist-voting?® It is quite remarkable, for that matter, that Nibeerta codes
new-leftist parties as non-left parties. Given massupport for those parties from the
middle-clas$? it needs no further argument that this decisiatlpces a less dramatic

decline of the relationship between class and gdtian has actually occurred.

4. Results
We apply multilevel regression analysis, conceivafngountry, year, and respondent as three
different levels of analysis. To safeguard readgbilve display only the coefficients that are
relevant for our argument in the main text; the taibles can be found in the Appendix.

Before testing our two hypotheses, we demonsthatieEGP class, education, and
income are related in ways that make EGP clasanduiguous a variable in the study of
class voting. Table 2 points out that substantieébime differences exist between the seven
EGP classes (Model 1). The class of higher pradesds has the highest average income and
the classes of skilled, semi-skilled, and unskiltehual workers the lowest. In Model 2 we
included education as a an independent. Its s@odgoositive coefficient shows there is a
clear relationship: the highly educated earn higheosmes.

Although this positive relationship between edumatnd income is not surprising in
itself, of course, it strongly reduces the inconfetences between the manual classes and
the higher professionals, indicating that the seslasses differ strongly with respect to both

income and education. This makes EGP class toogumbs a variable for the study of class
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voting, because whereas income and education bivth aass voting, as we have argued
above, it is education alone that constitutes thend) force behind crosscutting cultural
voting. Hence, to prevent an underestimation asclating due to the use of an occupational
class measure, one should at least statisticatliyraldor educational differences between
these classes so as to eliminate crosscuttingrabitating from the measurement of class

voting.

Table 2: Income explained from EGP class and educéiultilevel regression analysis,

entries are regression coefficients and standaodsermaximum likelihood estimation, N =

93,567 respondents and 15 countries, 1956-1990).

Independents Model 1 Model 2

Higher professionals (=ref.) 0 0

Lower professionals -, 222%** (.011) -.206***  (.011)
Non-manual workers -.568*** (.012) -.380**  (.012)
Petty bourgeoisie - 427+ (.009) -.242**  (.010)
Higher working-class - 179%** (.008) -.089***  (.008)
Skilled workers -.612%** (.011) -.368*** (.011)
Semi and unskilled workers -.867*** (.011) -.545%*  (.012)
Education 587*** (.008)

*p< .05; * p< .01; ** p< .001

Using rightist-voting as the dependent variable siIREEGP class dummies as the
independent ones, we next turn to the relationkbtpreen EGP class and voting behavior
and the way this relationship has changed in tlséwao era. It is evident that the skilled,
semi-skilled and unskilled workers vote for leffistrties more often than the middle-class

given their strong negative coefficients (Tablé/®del 1).
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In Model 2 we entered cross-level interaction @fethe effects of these
multiplications of EGP classes with ‘year’ demoastrthat the traditional alignments
between class and voting have weakened acrossTimegpositive and significant
coefficients for the skilled workers and semi andkilled workers point out that, compared
to the middle-class, these classes have incregsinghe to vote for rightist parties since
World War II. This is not a surprising finding, oburse. It is merely a replication of the
principal finding of Nieuwbeerta’'s aforementionaddy (which is based on the same data)
on which so much of the newly grown consensus litigal sociology about a decline in

class voting is baséd.
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Table 3: Rightist-voting explained by EGP class Ifilmvel regression analysis, entries are

regression coefficients and standard errors, maxiriikelihood estimation, N = 93,567

respondents and 15 countries, 1956-1990).

Model 1 Model 2
Fixed effects
Higher professionals (ref.) 0 0
Lower professionals -.086*** (.018) -.090*** (.018)
Non-manual workers -, 139%** (.022) - 141%* (.022)
Petty bourgeoisie .058 (.029) .055 (.029)
Higher working-class -.083*** (.023) -.084*** (.023)
Skilled workers -.313*** (.052) -.313*** (.052)
Semi and unskilled workers -.307*** (.057) -.308*** (.057)
Year .020 (.024) .020 (.024)
Interactions
Year x Higher professionals (ref.) 0
Year x Lower professionals -.011 (.008)
Year x Non-manual workers .019*  (.009)
Year x Petty bourgeoisie .013 (.008)
Year x Higher working-class 011 (.008)
Year x Skilled workers .037** (.009)
Year x Semi and unskilled workers .033** (.010)

* p< .05; ** p< .01; ** p< .001

This decline in the relationship between EGP clasbvoting behavior cannot be interpreted

as indicating a decline in class voting just likatt however, as Table 4 points out.
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The positive and significant coefficients for incemnd education in Model 1 indicate
that those with high incomes and those with higlele of education are more inclined to
vote for rightist parties, which is of course catsnt with the class theory of voting.
However, both of those relationships have changeaka time, albeit in radically different
directions. The significant cross-level interactiai education and income with year
(Models 2 and 3) point out that those with low levaf education have come to vote more
rightist, while those with low incomes have come to voteareftistacross the years: both
coefficients are significant, but while the forni®inegative, the latter is positive.

Figure 2 depicts these trends to visualize ouririigsl The dotted line indicates the
increasing strength of the relation between incama rightist-voting, while the other line
shows the decreasing strength of the relationsétiywden education and rightist-voting. Put
differently: since World War 1l the rich (poor) ireasingly voted right (left) wing, while the
higher (lower) educated increasingly voted lefylft) wing. This is obviously not what one
would expect if both of these variables unambiglouslicated class. Indeed, as explained
above, whereas the former development can be metexpas an increase in class voting, the
latter rather needs to be interpreted as an inefi@asultural voting. This brings us to our
final question: has the decline of the relationdiepveen EGP class and voting behavior

indeed been caused by this increase in culturaigy®dt
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Table 4: Rightist-voting explained by income and@&ation (multilevel regression analysis,

entries are regression coefficients and standaodsemaximum likelihood estimation, N =

93,567 respondents and 15 countries, 1956-1990).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Fixed
effects
Income .099** (.027) .098** (.027) 101 (.028)
Education .104* (.048) .100* (.048) .099* (.046)
Year .020 (.024) .020 (.024) .020 (.024)
Interactions
Education
X year -.037** (.009) -.040** (.009)
Income X
year .024* (.010)

* p< .05; ** p< .01; *** p< .001
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Figure 2: Trends in the relationship of income {edtline) and education with rightist-

voting.

Obviously, the increasing tendency of the workittess to vote for rightist parties cannot be
explained from the increase in class voting, tte,increasing tendency of those with low
incomes to vote for parties on the left (Table ®ddl 2). In comparison to Model 1, which
reproduces the decline in class voting already showable 3, the working-class still
proves to have come to vote more rightist sinceldMafar Il after income is included in the
analysis. This means that our first hypothesigjisated: the decline of the relationship
between occupational class and voting behavionbabeen caused by a decline in class
voting, i.e., a decline of the tendency of thosthwaw incomes to vote for parties on the left
and those with high incomes to vote for partieshanright.

As expected, however, the increase in culturaigpti.e., the increased tendency of
those with low levels of education to vote for tighparties, accounts for most of the shift of
the working-class towards rightist parties (ModelThe coefficient for the class of semi and

unskilled workers falls into non-significance, whthat for the class of skilled workers
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declines once voting on the basis of level of etlanas controlled for. Controlling for
cultural voting, then, the relationship between EE3s and voting behavior since World
War 1l hardly declines anymore. This confirms oeic@end hypothesis: the decline of the
relationship between EGP class and voting behdasrbeen caused by an increase in
cultural voting — a decrease in the tendency ofnbk educated to vote for parties on the

right and the poorly educated to vote for partiesie left.

Table 5: Rightist-voting explained by EGP classpime and education (multilevel regression

analysis, entries are regression coefficients sambard errors, maximum likelihood

estimation, N = 93,567 respondents and 15 countti#s6-1990).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Interactions

Year x Higher professionals (ref.) 0 0 0

Year x Lower professionals -.010(.008) -.011 (.008) -.012 (.008)
Year x Non-manual workers .019*(.008) .016 (.009) .012 (.009)
Year x Petty bourgeoisie .007(.008) .003 (.009) -.002 (.009)
Year x Higher working-class .011(.008) .008 (.007) .006 (.007)
Year x Skilled workers .034** (.009) .030** (.009) .024**  (.009)
Year x Semi and unskilled workers .019*.010) .025** (.010) .017 (.010)
Year x Income .025** (.009) .029**  (.009)
Year x Education -.038** (.009)

* p< .05; ** p< .01; ** p< .001

5. Conclusion and Debate
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What Stonecash has already demonstrated for thedJ8tates applies more generally: class
voting has not declined during the postwar erahasteven become stronger. The suggestion
to the contrary has been informed by studies ofitheelopment of the bivariate relationship
between occupation-based class categories (edpebmlEGP class schema) and voting
behavior. As it happens, this type of class meaisienatably and wrongly mixes up class
voting, driven by class-based economic interesis,raverse cultural voting, driven by a
cultural dynamics that is instead rooted in edoceti differences. It as such precludes valid
conclusions as to whether or not the decline ofahdliar alignments denotes a decline in
class voting or an increase in cultural voting.

Our findings, relying on income to indicate classrenvalidly, and acknowledging the
double role of education in driving class votingaad| as reverse cultural voting, leave little
to the imagination. The gradual erosion of thegratof a leftist-voting working-class and a
rightist-voting middle-class has been caused byarase in crosscutting cultural voting,
driven by a cultural dynamics that is rooted in@ational differences. Class voting,
measured more validly by using income categorias,rtot declined, but has in fact become
even stronger in the postwar era.

The intellectual consensus that has emerged sitark &nd Lipset sparked the Death
of Class Debat@ the beginning of the 1990s does not hold thegscis actually dead, to be
sure, but rather that it is dying a slow — and ppshpainful — death. Our findings necessitate
a critical reassessment of this consensus, betiaeg@oint out that there is nothing “dead”
or “dying” about class. We feel it is more apt &y shat class has been buried alive under the
increasing weight of cultural voting, systematigatiisinterpreted as a decline in class voting
due to an invalid measurement practice that hasrbe@n intellectual routine since Alford’s
pioneering work in the 1960s. As a lamentable cguerce, poor old class now suffers its
undeserved and horrid fate, “with thoughts of tinead grass above, with memory of dear
friends who would fly to save us if but informedair fate, and with consciousness that of

this fate they can never be informéd'Disentangling class voting and cultural voting eor
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carefully in future empirical research is necessaryave class from this “most terrific of the

ghastly extremes of agon$?®.
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Appendix

In order not to lose ourselves in statistical detave have chosen to report only the most
relevant parts of the Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 imth@én text and to present the full tables in this
Appendix. We apply multilevel modeling, becausepdean a particular context
(country/year) are likely to be more similar thaople in different contexts. Multilevel
analysis enables splitting up the variance of #qgetident variable. This is done in the null
model of Table 2, which demonstrates that only alsproportion of the variance of the
dependent variable (income) is situated at the trplevel (0.77), followed by the year level
(2.43), while most of the variance is situatedchatindividual level (5.41). This basically
means that about 71% ((5.41/(0.77+1.43+5.41)*1@@hetotal variance of the dependent
variable can be explained by characteristics ofélspondent, 10% by characteristics of the
country in which the respondent lives, and the iamg 19% by changes in time.

Multilevel regression models are always construateslich a way that any
modification to the model must yield a reductiord@viance. Given the differences in
degrees of freedom and deviance, as compared feék®us model, it can be tested (using
the chi-square distribution) whether or not the meadel fits the data better than the
previous one. In Table 2, the inclusion of the glaslicators (Model 1) renders a reduction of
8,254.8. With a difference of 6 degrees of freedths, is a highly significant improvement
as compared to the null model.

After including the class dummies in the first mbdhe unexplained variance at the
individual level drops from 5.41 to 4.95. This medhat 8.5% of the income differences can
be explained by the class dummies. Note, howekat reither in this model, nor in the next
one, the unexplained variances at the country aad lgvel decrease — which is logical, of
course, because only individual-level independantbles are introduced in these models.
In the final model education is introduced, againdering a significant decrease in deviance

(from 415,616 to 410,698) and a decrease in unagaavariance at the individual level.

25



Full Table 2: Income explained from EGP class athgtation (multilevel regression

analysis, entries are regression coefficients sambard errors, maximum likelihood

estimation, N = 93,567 respondents and 15 countti#s65-1990).

Independents Null model Model 1 Model 2
Constant 3.146** (.297) 3.146** (.297) 3.146*** (.297)
Higher professionals (=ref.) 0 0

Lower professionals -.222**(,011) -.206*** (.011)
Non-manual workers -.568**(.012) -.380*** (.012)
Petty bourgeoisie -427**(.009) -.242** (.010)
Higher working-class -.179%** (.008) -.089*** (.008)
Skilled workers -.612** (.011) -.368** (.011)
Semi and unskilled workers -.867*%.011) -.545*** (.012)
Education .587** (.008)
Variance country level 72 (.457) 771 (.456) 771  (.456)
Variance year level 1.429*** (.248) 1.430*** (.248) 1.430*** (.248)
Variance individual level 5.405** (.025) 4.948** (.023) 4.695** (.022)
Deviance 423871.7 415616.9 410698.2

*p< .05; * p< .01; ** p< .001

Full Table 3 also estimates multilevel models, bseahe dependent variable (rightist-voting
behavior by individual respondents) is again negiitin countries and years. Again,
variances of the dependent variable are estimétegte is an important difference from the
analysis reported in Table 2, however, becaudeeiset models the effects of class are
randomized. Model 1 investigates whether the effettlass vary across periods and
countries — especially the former should be the,dascause our starting point is that the

effect of class declines. From Model 1 it can engat, indeed, many of the slopes of the
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class dummies vary significantly across time artdvben countries. By introducing
interaction effects with year, Model 2 attempt&xplain away some of the variance of these
class effects. This model points out that the agdletvel variances of the slopes of the class
dummies remain intact. The year-level varianceth@fslopes of the two working-classes,
however, decline after including the significartemaction effects. Note, however, that not all
year-level variance is explained away by the inolusf the interaction effects. This means
that much of the remaining across-time variancthefclass effect is non linear, pointing at
national idiosyncrasies when it comes to the retetip between class position and voting
behavior. Because our principal concern in theezurpaper is the general decline of the

latter relationship, we do not go into these natiadiosyncrasies any further.

Table 3: Rightist-voting explained by EGP class Ifiimvel regression analysis, entries are

regression coefficients and standard errors, maxiriikelihood estimation, N = 93,567

respondents and 15 countries, 1956-1990).

Model 1 Model 2
Constant 4.796%** ((191)  4.796**  (.191)
Fixed effects
Higher professionals (ref.) 0 0
Lower professionals -.086*** (.018)  -.090*** (.018)
Non-manual workers -, 139%** (.022)  -.141%** (.022)
Petty bourgeoisie .058 (.029) .055 (.029)
Higher working-class -.083*** (.023) -.084*** (.023)
Skilled workers -.313*** (.052) -.313*** (.052)
Semi and unskilled workers -.307*** (.057)  -.308*** (.057)
Year .020 (.024) .020 (.024)
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Interactions

Year x Higher professionals (ref.)
Year x Lower professionals

Year x Non-manual workers
Year x Petty bourgeoisie

Year x Higher working-class
Year x Skilled workers

Year x Semi and unskilled workers

Variance random slopes country level

Higher professionals (ref.)

Lower professionals .031
Non-manual workers .047
Petty bourgeoisie .095*
Higher working-class .048
Skilled workers .384*
Semi and unskilled workers A47*

Variance random slopes year level

Higher professionals (ref.)

Lower professionals .010*
Non-manual workers .005
Petty bourgeoisie .012*
Higher working-class .019**
Skilled workers 017**
Semi and unskilled workers .019**

(.018)
(.024)
(.044)
(.025)
(.153)

(.277)

(.005)

(.005)

(.005)
(.007)
(.006)

(.007)

0

-.011

.019*

.013

.011

.037**

.033**

.029

.046

.096*

.051

.366*

A3T7*

.001

.004

.013*

.019**

.011*

.014*

(.008)
(.009)
(.008)
(.008)
(.009)

(.010)

(.016)
(.024)
(.044)
(.027)
(.145)

(172)

(.003)
(.004)
(.006)
(.007)
(.005)

(.006)
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Variance country level 523** (.191) 523** (.191)

Variance year level .040*** (.007) .040*** (.007)
Variance individual level 2.036*** (.009)  2.036*** (.009)
Deviance 332794.4 332746.8

*p< .05; ** p< .01; ** p< .001

The full Tables 4 and 5 investigate whether thea# of education and income (full Tables 4
and 5) and class (full Table 5) on voting behaviny significantly between countries and
across time. These tables demonstrate that thesemtitions for testing whether these
effects increase or decrease across time are indeedi\ccording to the same logic as used
in Table 3, these tables also demonstrate thag #féscts decline after the introduction of

interaction effects with year.

Full table 4: Rightist-voting explained by incomsdaeducation (multilevel regression analysis,

entries are regression coefficients and standaamtsermaximum likelihood estimation, N =

93,567 respondents and 15 countries, 1956-1990).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Constant 4.796*** (.191) 4.796%** (.1912) 4.796%** (.1912)
Fixed
effects
Income .099** (.027) .098** (.027) .101%* (.028)
Education .104* (.048) .100* (.048) .099* (.046)
Year .020 (.024) .020 (.024) .020 (.024)
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Interactions

Education

X year

Income X

year

-.037**

(.009)

-.040**

.024*

(.009)

(.010)

Variance
random
slopes
country
level
Income

Education

Variance
random
slopes year
level
Income

Education

.082*

.308*

.049%**

.043%**

(.042)

(.127)

(.012)

(.011)

.082*

.282*

.050***

.029**

(.042)

(.115)

(.013)

(.009)

.074

.280*

.045%+*

.029**

(.038)

(.114)

(.012)

(.009)

Variance
country
level
Variance
year level

Variance

.523**

.040***

2.114%**

(.191)

(.007)

(.009)

.523**

.040%**

2.114***

(.191)

(.007)

(.009)

.523**

.040%**

2.114***

(.191)

(.007)

(.009)
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individual

level

Deviance 336131.1

336114.1

336108.5

* p<.05; ** p< .01, *** p< .001

31



Full table 5: Rightist-voting explained by EGP slamcome and education (multilevel regressionyasisl entries are regression coefficients and

standard errors, maximum likelihood estimation, B35567 respondents and 15 countries, 1956-1990).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Constant 4.796*** (.1912) 4.796%** (.191) 4.796%** .191)
Fixed effects
Higher professionals (ref.) 0 0 0
Lower professionals - Q77*** (.018) -.Q72%** (.018) -.Q72%** (.018)
Non-manual workers - 118+ (.024) -.101*** (.022) -.101*** (.022)
Petty bourgeoisie .079** (.030) .108** (.029) .108* (.029)
Higher working-class -.076** (.023) -.071** (.023) -.071** (.023)
Skilled workers -.284*** (.053) -.256%** (.052) -Bprrx (.052)
Semi and unskilled workers - 272%** (.058) -.244%** (.057) -.244%** (.057)
Income .097** (.005) .086** (.019) .086** (.019)
Education -.005 (.006) .020 (.038) .020 (.038)

Year .020 (.024) .020 (.024) .020 (.024)
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Interactions

Year x Higher professionals (ref.)
Year x Lower professionals

Year x Non-manual workers

Year x Petty bourgeoisie

Year x Higher working-class

Year x Skilled workers

Year x Semi and unskilled workers
Year x Income

Year x Education

Variance random slopes country level
Higher professionals (ref.)

Lower professionals

Non-manual workers

Petty bourgeoisie

Higher working-class

0

-.010

.019*

.007

011

.034**

.019**

.022

.013

.138*

.044

(.008)
(.008)
(.008)

(.008)

(.009)

(.010)

(.012)
(.010)
(.060)

(.023)

0

-.011

.016

.003

.008

.030**

502

.025**

.022

.014

.138*

044

0
(008
(.009)
(.009)

(.007)

(.009)
(.010)

(.009)

(.013)
(.010)
(.060)

(.023)

0

-.012

.012

002.

.006

.024**

.017

.029**

-.038**

.022

.013

.138*

.043

(.008)
(.009)
(.009)

(.007)

(.009)

(.010)
(.009)

(.009)

012)
09)0

.060)

.028)
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Skilled workers .186** (.078) .188* (.078) .187* or8)
Semi and unskilled workers .226* (.093) .228* (po4 227 (.093)
Income .038 (.022) .032 (.019) .031 (.018)
Education .210** (.090) .209* (.090) .185* (.079)
Variance random slopes year level

Higher professionals (ref.)

Lower professionals .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 00Q@)
Non-manual workers .004 (.004) .004 (.004) .004 04)0
Petty bourgeoisie .013* (.006) .013* (.006) .012* .006)
Higher working-class .013* (.006) .013* (.004) .613 (.006)
Skilled workers .007 (.004) .007 (.004) .007 (.005)
Semi and unskilled workers .007 (.005) .007 (.005) .008 (.005)
Income .035** (.010) .030** (.009) .029** (.009)
Education 037 (.010) .038*** (.010) .026** (.®
Variance country level .523** (.191) .523** (.191) 523** (.191)
Variance year level 040+ (.007) 040+ (.007) 040*** (.007)
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Variance individual level

2.028***

(.009)

2.014***

(.009)

2.014***

(.009)

Deviance

332375.6

331881.0

331881.0

* p<.05; ** p< .01, *** p< .001
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